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	This paper analyses the recent changes in UK cultural policies and the impacts these have had on arts festival provision. It is argued that many UK arts festivals have become linked to the  cultural economy and instrumentalist, cross-cutting, target-driven policies. Due to the nature of New Labour’s objectives, it is suggested that the government’s approach towards festivals in contemporary UK society is becoming more about place management, participation and economic development. These changes in the perception and support of arts festivals can be seen to have an impact on their design, development and distribution. It is argued that because of the changing emphasis on economic and political outcomes, there has been an increasing standardisation and sanitisation of UK arts festivals. Research methods include a survey sent to 117 UK arts festivals (56% response rate) and in-depth interviews with arts council officers, city council officials and festival managers. 
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Notions of culture and the perceived role of the arts and culture in everyday life have changed over time in accordance with socio-economic changes in society. In the past, the arts were co-opted by elites to reinforce their moral superiority and dominance over the general populace. Cultural events also have been used by communities to assert their identities and their ways of life. More recently, cultural attendance and participation has been somewhat democratised by technology and mass media for global audiences. Along with this, cultural forms have been subjected to commercial processes and co-opted to create new visions of urban spaces. The focus of this paper examines the UK's New Labour government's approach towards cultural policies and provision with specific regard to arts festivals. The discussion centres on how culture is viewed in policy terms in an effort to locate arts festivals into a particular period of British policy making and to preview the analysis of how they fit into the current cultural economic framework. 
	It is argued in this paper that publicly subsidised arts festivals, on the whole, have transformed from being administered as a public service to being perceived as having to “pay their way” in urban redevelopment, job creation and tourism schemes (Miles, 2005, 894). It can be demonstrated that public sector support for the arts is now more concerned with socio-economic outcomes as a result of arts provision, as opposed to simply the arts themselves (Belfiore, 2006, 21). Cultural policy is, then, viewed as an instrument of economic policy (Madden, 2001, 174).  The current UK government now interprets the arts in terms of commercial benefits and social priorities (Gibson and Klocker, 2005, 95), and, as a result, the UK cultural sector is becoming more target, rather than process oriented (Belfiore, 2006, 24). Indeed, New Labour’s emphasis on targets, performance measurements and ‘attachments’ of arts provision to other sector’s agendas support the argument put forward that management practice is the new grand narrative running through New Labour policies. Increasingly, the UK government has been putting pressure on arts organisations to be instrumental in achieving targets for health, social inclusion, crime, education and community cohesion (Mirza, 2006a, 14).
	This shift in the way culture is interpreted, valued and experienced in recent decades is a marked departure from the past. As the Brighton quote above suggests, the arts in the UK have recently become increasingly entwined with political agendas and strategies that have little to do with aesthetics. In recent times, the UK government has encumbered cultural policy with a heavy responsibility that often extends far beyond the cultural realm. Contemporary cultural policies can be understood to be no longer merely concerned with arts provision and arts appreciation, but are expected to “transform society” (Mirza, 2006a, 19). The increasing overlap of development and cultural policies can be seen to have roots in the current government agendas for the culture-led transformation of regions (Gibson and Klocker, 2005, 94).  
	This paper presents an examination in to the past roles of festivals in society in order to highlight the different ways in which governments and communities have socially, politically and, more recently, economically constructed the meanings of cultural celebrations. It then turns its attention to an analysis of New Labour's cultural policies and the impacts their approach has had on UK arts festival provision and programming. This is done in order to highlight a shift in perspective which construes festivals mainly as vehicles to enhance socio-economic development. The impacts of viewing arts festivals through this functionalist lens is then discussed. It is concluded that New Labour cultural policies and funding agendas has had an overall detrimental effect on the quality and creativity of art forms presented at arts festivals, as the focus is on alternate outcomes rather than aesthetic ones.  

2. The changing roles of festivals in society 
Throughout history, people from all over the world have set aside time for communal celebration and festive experiences (Turner, 1982, 11). Carnivals, fairs and festivals offer excitement and a new range of sensations and a general release of emotions (Featherstone, 1992). It is widely accepted by scholars that, historically, festivals were temporary escapes from the mundane nature of everyday routines (Featherstone, 1992) and bring people out of the ordinary reality of their lives (Urry, 2001). Along with this inherent escapist nature, festivals also have social, economic and political aspects that are constructed by societal influences of the time. The way that festival meanings are constructed can be seen to reflect the way society is structured.
There are currently two main competing theories concerning the social role of festivals. One suggests that festivals are subversive entities because of the use of social inversion and often applies to medieval forms of celebration (MacCannell, 1999, 26). ‘Social inversion’ is any act or expression that contradicts or provides an alternative to commonly held cultural mores and codes (Babcock, 1978). This cultural Marxist theory maintains that festivals are used as safety valves to diffuse rebellion from the lower classes and maintain the status quo (Stallybrass and White, 1986). This often applied to societies with strict class structures, such as those in eighteenth and nineteenth century European societies. 
This section reviews these theories and outlines another theory, which is thought to be more relevant to current social conditions. It is proposed that most arts festivals in contemporary UK society have become entities to be produced and consumed as part of the growing leisure and tourism market. This is partly due to commercialisation and globalisation processes as well as New Labour’s changing agenda-driven policies. These are some of the factors that have influenced the role of arts festivals and the way in which they are socially perceived. In essence, it is argued that many arts festivals have become linked to the workings of the cultural economy based on the way they are currently constructed and consumed. 

2.A. ‘The world turned upside-down’
The view that festivals are subversive in nature because they provide a platform for those without a voice or power is often associated with medieval festivals, carnivals and fairs. During these types of celebrations, it is said that ‘the world turned upside-down’, which was a predominant theme in the popular culture of early modern Europe (Burke, 1994, 188). Based on Levi-Strauss’ work in oppositions when interpreting myths, rituals and other cultural forms (2001), such medieval festivals demonstrated oppositions from the everyday and the traditional values and roles held in everyday life (Burke, 1994, 188). For example, Bakhtin views such events as transgressions in which the social binary distinctions among high/low, official/popular, classical/grotesque, sexual/moral, business/pleasure, fun/order, safe/taboo, society/rebellion are constructed and deformed in order to provide an outlet for expressions of resentment by the lower classes (in Stallybrass and White, 1986). 
This viewpoint considers carnivals as Utopias because they can provide forums to present alternative social arrangements (Shields, 1991, 90). Bakhtin postulates that the grotesque body (sexual, obese, drunk) often displayed at medieval carnivals and revelries represents the idea of the ‘Other’, or those excluded from ruling class identity and culture. The inclusion of such Otherness into the public world of the carnival represents the world temporarily turned upside down and rebelling against social norms (in Stallybrass and White, 1986). Through such social inversion, Bakhtin views such events as an example of how popular culture could work as a force for political change (in Humphreys, 2001, 29). 
According to Quinn, the “construction of festival practices is intimately bound up with the cultural and social divisions that structure human population groups” (2005, 929). For example, the medieval custom of women dressing up in the men’s clothes and parodying their behaviour (Humphreys, 2001, 52) demonstrates those without power had the opportunity to exert themselves on this day. However, these scenarios sometimes extended from the barriers of role play during festival times and escalated to full-scale rebellion. In the sixteenth and seventeenth century in Europe, peasant rebels often made knights and nobles exchange places with them (Burke, 1994, 189). 
There are some who challenge the social inversion theory as presenting a historical view of the past and making too many assumptions about the innate nature of festivals (Humphreys, 2001). Festivals have the potential to be subversive, but this is not necessarily an intrinsic trait, as festivals can be seen as constructed entities developed as a reflection of people’s ideas and objectives. Such events have many meanings depending on specific circumstances and different celebrations, not simply one social or political meaning (Dentith, 1995, 75). Indeed, it can be seen that they were used in this manner as a reflection of the social, political and economic systems of the time. 

2.B. Safety-valve releases for maintaining the status quo
Power relations can be seen to influence the meaning of festival sites (Quinn, 2005, 929). Festivals and other spectacles have been argued to be complicit with authority in the act of defying it (Humphreys, 2001, 18). Eco comments, “Carnival can exist only as an authorised transgression… Comedy and carnival are not instances of real transgression: on the contrary, they represent paramount examples of law enforcement. They remind us of the existence of the rule” (1984, 6). Because festivals and carnivals in recent times are licensed events, they can be viewed as escapes from the routines of the everyday permitted by those in authority (Eagleton, 1981, 148). Bonnemaison argues that regardless of role reversals and role play, festivals “function as a monument, supporting and reinforcing the image of established power, whether religious or secular” (1990, in Hall, 1992, 89). 
Festivals can act as vehicles for social control, especially in societies with a strict class hierarchy, as found in Europe in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Through festivity at this time, the ruling classes were able to reinforce their standing by providing set time periods for the lower classes to vent frustrations and express veiled forms of protest (Burke, 1994, 200). As Gluckman (1973) put it, “The lifting of the normal taboos and restraints obviously serves to emphasise them.” He argues that where social order is seriously questioned, such ‘rites of protest’ do not occur (in Burke, 1994, 201). Turner, in his similar study of status reversal, argues, “By making the low high and the high low, they reaffirm the hierarchical principle” (1982). Following such displays, the community then makes a ‘sober return’ to the normal societal structure (Burke, 1994, 201). 
It is argued that the way in which society was constructed at the time, with inequalities of wealth, power and class, could not have survived without a safety-valve, or a “means for the subordinates to purge their resentments and to compensate for their frustrations” (Burke, 1994, 2001). For example, the Frankfurt School of thought posited that festivals are a means for the capitalist hegemony to maintain the status quo by diverting the working class populace from what is ‘real’ with images and representations in the form of spectacles. Adorno and Debord view such simulacra as ‘bread and circuses​[1]​’, where the urban industrial elite could exert class power over the working classes and divert them from their political goals (Adorno, 1991; Debord, 1994). 
Warren (1993) challenges the idea that representation dupes the masses by pointing out the integral role of fantasy for spectacles. As he puts it, “‘Real life is refracted through, not replaced by, spectacle’s prism of fantasy. Under the guise of fantasy, popular culture can make statements about social needs, yet never reveal how truly serious its statements are. It can remain sublimely outside conventional structures of logic and always just beyond the reach of dominant forces. Fantasy’s role in popular culture is as a forum where fundamental social anxieties and concerns can be expressed.” 
The author also agrees that these Marxist cultural historic frameworks are outdated and of limited relevance for the contemporary cultural landscape found in the UK. It is argued here that the function of festivals and other spectacles in contemporary society is more complicated than merely being reinforcements of the status quo or vehicles for social inversion.

2.C. Current roles of festivals in contemporary UK society	
	This paper posits that the role of festivals in contemporary society does not readily conform to the previously described theories, which were applied in the past. It is argued that the political natures of reinforcing the status quo or subverting the status quo, and the social functions of venting frustrations and providing a platform for rebellion are not relevant for the majority of festivals in the UK at this time. This may be because democracy is now the prevailing social and political system in the UK, and people can vent their frustrations by voting in elections or protesting in public. These theories seem primarily historical in orientation and of very limited validity in contemporary social democracies. It is argued that the majority of festivals in the UK today have become increasingly functionalist in nature and are now primarily accepted as being marketing vehicles for economic regeneration and place image promotion.
	Although themes of consumption, regeneration, place image and place competition are evident in some large, high profile festivals in the late nineteenth to mid-twentieth century, the majority of small, local festivals were less concerned with achieving socio-economic goals at that time. Today, however, such agendas apply to practically all types of festivity that take place in a village of five thousand or a city of six million (Peck, 2005, 740). The concept that the arts and, more specifically, arts festivals have the potential to assist in economic development is a relatively new phenomenon, which has been embraced and implemented in late twentieth century Britain. One of the reasons for this, it is argued, is contemporary UK society has undergone radical economic changes in the past few decades, and the way that the majority of arts festivals are viewed, presented and evaluated reflects this shift. 
	Within this emerging cultural economic framework, “festivals have taken on a new significance in the context of globalisation. They are now construed as entrepreneurial displays, as image creators capable of attracting significant flows of increasingly mobile capital, people and services... They ally tourism objectives with urban planning” (Quinn, 2005, 931). It is suggested that, for the most part, the social functions of festivals in contemporary society cannot necessarily be separated from their economic functions. This is not to say that they no longer have social properties. On the contrary, certain festivals can, and do, have community-building or identity-forming elements. However, contemporary festivals, on the whole, are influenced by the fact that they are subject to production, marketing and consumption systems and not just community-based social processes. 
Most festivals are now part of a layered marketing process. They are marketed to potential attendees for experiential consumption, and they are often used to market the place in which they occur to increase tourism through positive place image. Debord (1994) argues, “The spectacle can be considered a commodity in contemporary society because of its ubiquitous production and rigorous marketing.... The spectacle is the chief product of present day society.” Although this may not apply to all festivals in the UK, commercial influences have affected the majority of festivals researched.
The New Labour cultural policy agenda can be seen to incorporate two main objectives: 1) place marketing and economic development of place, and 2) social inclusion for individuals and communities (Stevenson, 2004, 128). Both of these objectives have a tenuous connection with culture and the advancement of cultural forms. Although the second point appears to use cultural policies as a tool for achieving social benefits, social inclusion strategies can be seen to have a direct connection with economic strategies. Social inclusion differs from social justice in that the former requires people to participate in society as it is constructed. Social justice, however, requires an interventionist state with a redistributive agenda to achieve equality (Everingham, 2003). The main goal of social inclusion, it is argued, is to foster participation in the economy and, therefore, is determined by people’s relationship to the marketplace (Miles and Paddison, 2005, 836). New Labour policies of developing cultural and creative industries and creative training skills programmes in deprived neighbourhoods are ways of fostering participation in society by the socially marginal (Stevenson, 2004, 126). For example, the London Development Agency has given £9 million to support training and employment schemes specifically tailored for communities surrounding the main Olympic Park in East London (2005). Through social inclusion programmes, cultural production is viewed as yielding economic rewards for many communities (Stevenson, 2004, 126). In many respects, it can be suggested that social inclusion is synonymous with economic inclusion, which can be achieved through culture.
 Arts festivals, then, can be seen to be a part of the toolkit of cultural forms being used to achieve the government’s agenda items. Due to the nature of New Labour’s objectives, it is suggested that the government’s use of festivals in contemporary UK society is less about social control, as it may have been in the past, and more about place management, participation and community economic development (Stevenson, 2004, 129). 

3. Research Methods
The research presented in this paper is part of a larger project, which examines social, economic and political impacts of UK arts festivals on communities and places. Research methods include a 42-question mail-back survey questionnaire sent to 117 arts festivals in the UK in December 2003 and January 2004 to obtain festival demographics, programming history, funding and future plans. The survey sent was adapted from a survey published in a 1992 study conducted by the Policy Studies Institute concerning both single-genre and combined arts festivals in the UK (Rolfe, 1992). The 117 arts festivals represent the total number of combined arts festivals in the UK in 2003. A listing of these festivals was compiled from the Arts Council of England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland arts festivals lists, as well as the British Arts Festivals Association membership list, European Festivals Association membership list, British Federation of Festivals membership list and International Festivals and Events Association membership list. Contacting local tourist boards and councils across the UK and extensively searching the Internet also helped to formulate a complete list of combined arts festivals in the UK. 
The data are based on a 56% response rate. The majority of the major cities in England (Birmingham, Liverpool, and Nottingham), Scotland (Edinburgh, Glasgow), Wales (Cardiff) and Northern Ireland (Belfast) who have arts festivals responded to the survey. The majority of arts festivals in Greater London responded; these are primarily organised by local neighbourhoods or councils, as there is no major Londonwide combined arts festival. Medium-sized towns and smaller villages around the UK also responded, some of whom have renowned arts festivals, such as Aldeburgh and Harrogate, while others who are not as well known for their arts scenes also responded (Peebles, Bolton). The 51 arts festivals that failed to respond are similar in size variation and geographical area to those who did respond. 
Also, eighteen UK arts festival directors were selected for in-depth semi-structured interviews to find out more about the pressures, processes and social relations related to running a arts festival in the current environment. The findings from these interviews highlight the various goals, funding, content influences and functions of specific festivals at differing stages of development and size. The directors were selected based on a stratification of festival size and years in existence because the survey results were also analysed using these criteria. A table of random numbers was used to select the festivals. Two directors from each festival category were interviewed. The directors from the following festivals were interviewed:

	New	Established	Long-Established




The majority of these interviews were conducted by phone due to travel constraints, time and lack of resources. Each interview took at least an hour. All of the interviewees were happy to talk about their festivals, their festival experiences and the general state of festivals in the UK at the current time. The tone of all of the interviews was open, relaxed and encouraging of personal expression. The interviewees were not defensive and answered the questions, and they also told anecdotes and digressed onto other subjects, which can be interpreted to signify comfort with the discussion. They all appeared to want to help with this research and have their views heard. Copious and detailed notes were taken of the interview responses, including fact checking by phone with the interviewees for accuracy. These notes were then transcribed and systematically coded in a grounded theoretical approach to allow for the emergence and categorisation of key themes (Glaser, 1998), such as funding, future plans, objectives and goals. Main themes generated from the interviews are the professionalism of festival organisation, scope of political influence, extent to which funding matters, and the penetration of commercialisation processes into the festival sphere.

4. New Labour cultural policies and their impacts on arts festival management
In 1997, New Labour came to power and initiated a series of reforms to cultural policy. The Department of Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS), a section of government devoted to administering cultural policies whose remit is to improve quality of life through cultural and sporting activities and through the strengthening of the creative industries was established (DCMS, 1998). One of the first DCMS documents entitled, A New Cultural Framework, set out the guidelines for cultural provision and support under the New Labour government (1998). This document signified a break with past policy in that it gave the DCMS direct influence over national, regional and local cultural policies. It states that the function of the DCMS is, “to give direction, set targets, chase progress and take ‘direct action’ where appropriate” in order to achieve four main principles:
·	Promotion of “access for the many not just the few”
·	Pursuing excellence and innovation
·	Developing educational opportunities
·	Fostering creative industries (1998)

The last point was fostered by Rt Hon Chris Smith MP, the first minister of DCMS, who commissioned the Creative Industries Task Force to assess the status of the creative economy of Britain. This was the first time that the creative industries were explicitly recognised as such by government as distinct from the cultural sector (Smith, 1998). This top-down political influence over the arts can be seen to have had an impact on the Arts Council England (ACE) and the ways in which it distributes arts funding. Under DCMS supervision, it can be seen that a shift in ACE’s function took place from an independent and authoritative organisation to a “conduit of government policy” (Brighton, 2006, 111). As Sir Christopher Frayling, Chair of ACE, put it, “The principle of arm’s-length funding has been undermined to the extent that ACE is now considered as merely an extension of Tessa Jowell’s DCMS” (in Austin, 2005). 
Despite control issues, the New Labour government spending on arts and cultural events has increased 73% in the last eight years (Riding, 2005, 9). Also, the National Lottery has contributed £2.6 billion in profits towards supporting the arts and cultural institutions (Riding, 2005, 9). A significant percentage of this amount has been used to support and create a range of cultural events, including some arts festivals. This is especially true of cultural events in major cities, where high-profile competitions, such as the European Capital of Culture, have brought increased attention to the arts and arts-related activities (Garcia, 2004). Since 1996, when the Millennium Commission was started, there have been hundreds of thousands of Millennium Awards granted by ACE for various artistic activities and endeavours. According to an ACE Combined Arts Officer interviewed for this research, “hundreds” of arts festivals were recipients of these grants at that time. 
In the past, most local arts festivals were generally regarded as self-financing exercises that occasionally relied on the help of local councils and private donors for certain events. Increasingly in the past few decades, however, more arts festivals became dependent on Arts Council and national, regional and local government funding. This has meant that external funding has become steadily more important to the survival of the majority of arts festivals. Government involvement has had a growing impact on the concerns of festival organisers and also on their programming, which has become increasingly responsive to government political agendas regarding socio-economic strategies. This raises major questions about the artistic purpose and independence of arts festivals in the future. 
It can be argued that the reason arts festivals were considered to be in an advantageous position for such funding is due to their incorporation of both ‘high arts’ and popular events, which attract wide and diverse audiences. In this regard, it is an ideal art form for a government that supports providing culture for everyone. This emphasis on accessibility, social inclusion and diversity are part of the explicit guidelines given by the DCMS to ACE to determine the kind of projects they are able to fund. In a document entitled, Ambitions for the Arts, ACE sets out its five criteria it seeks to achieve by providing funding to artists and arts organisations. 
These criteria are:
·	supporting the artist 
·	enabling organisations to thrive, not just survive 
·	championing cultural diversity 
·	offering opportunities for young people, and 
·	encouraging growth (2003)

These ‘ambitions’ or ‘targets’ can be seen to give pre-determined meaning and value to the arts because they stress the role of the arts to achieve social cohesion goals, not necessarily aesthetic ones (Brighton, 2006, 126). Criticism from other political parties of New Labour’s heavy involvement in the arts has labelled these practices as a bureaucratisation of culture (in Riding, 2005, 9). Although increased arts funding was hailed as a positive step at the time by most of those involved in arts festivals, the main complaint now is that funding often passes by many of those festivals most in need of assistance, especially smaller festivals or those not as well known to wider audiences. Government grants are said to come with ‘strings’ attached (Mirza, 2006b), such as the need for evaluation and measurements to make sure attendance, development and inclusion targets have been met. This often makes it difficult for many arts festivals to retain their individuality and unique character because they often feel pressured to change their programming to fit in with public sector guidelines for funding. This perception that it is a necessity to change cultural practice to conform to political guidelines has led to much debate in the arts, academic and political fields. For example, the Conservative 2004 election manifesto criticised the “politically correct grant awards” (in Riding, 2005, 9) because New Labour seemed to be systematically ‘watering down’ and homogenising the cultural forms being presented across the nation by their funding policies. 
The fact that political agendas now influence who and what kinds of arts receive funding has also been criticised as an extension of private sector managerialism into the public service (Matarasso, 2003). This is not to say that these critics disapprove of offering opportunities for young people and supporting ethnic minorities in artistic endeavours; they take issue with the over-riding DCMS focus on achieving targets and performance measurements, which have infected ACE policies (Selwood, 2006, 40). One of the main reasons for DCMS’ need for evidence that cultural provision has been instrumental in delivering government objectives may be due to the fact that DCMS is ultimately accountable to the Department of the Treasury (Selwood, 2006, 42). DCMS is expected to comply with Treasury specifications set out in its ‘Green Book​[2]​’. Treasury guidelines state, “All spending decisions should be supported by evidence, demonstrating that the money being spent will achieve the desired effects as efficiently as possible” (in Selwood, 2006, 42). Although most arts activities exist on a local level, the New Labour government has consolidated control over arts funding (and therefore arts provision in many instances) by their top-down managerial practices. 
These DCMS priorities have translated into ACE priorities. In keeping with these diversity and inclusion objectives, in order to be considered for an ACE grant, the individual or organisation needs to take into account the following priorities for a successful application: 
·	is from an individual or organisation that has not received funding from us before 
·	will benefit areas of the country with social deprivation (social and economic problems) or communities at risk of ‘social exclusion’ (not being able to take part fully in society because of, for example, poverty, prejudice or isolation) 
·	will benefit areas of the country or communities that have limited cultural opportunities, and 
·	will contribute to arts development, regionally or nationally (or both) (2003)

This has also been implemented on a local level, and there is an increased emphasis on supporting wider access events among regional and local public arts organisations and governments. There is a high demand for public sector grants and many arts festival organisers bow to government priorities and cater to groups they normally would not involve due to lack of populations in the area or overall interest in the events. Some of the interviewees for this research spoke about their experiences in applying for local and national funding for their arts festivals. The consensus from the interviews was there was overall little regard on the part of the funding bodies for process or aesthetic development and more emphasis on reaching targets, providing indicators of return on investments and ‘ticking boxes’. 
For example, the Beaminster Festival is a small festival that programmes mainly classical music, poetry and traditional drama performances; and it has trouble securing public funding on a regular basis. A festival Committee Member feels this is due to the bureaucracy involved in the application procedure and states that public arts funding bodies “go for new, off-the-wall stuff, heavy on the buzzwords like inclusivity and ethnicity. The more you can use the buzzwords, the more money you can get. You won’t get a penny out of anyone with a Bach violin concerto. If we put on a troupe of Sengalese one-legged musicians, then we’d get money from everyone – the disability people, arts people, etc. But that’s not what we’re about. I’m not sure our audiences want that​[3]​.” Hyperbole aside, there is truth to his argument, as the Arts Council England does currently regard funding ethnically and socially inclusive events, such as Asian melas, to be a priority​[4]​. 
Some organizers also found this ethnically diverse focus too narrow for them to sustain the broad range of performances that they are used to providing. For example, the Bolton Festival has been having difficulty in securing public funding because the majority of available grants are for specific events and activities tailored to audience ‘types’ rather than a general arts festival that provides a broad base of activities for all​[5]​. One way to sum up the current state of public funding for  arts festivals is, “You can’t do performance anymore – you have to do a project​[6]​.” It can be concluded that in order to be competitive and to remain viable for these types of grants, arts festivals will necessarily need to diversify their arts content to include different ethnic events. 
In some respects, the Arts Councils’ desire to diversify the arts experience may be having the opposite effect by limiting funding for general activities and, thereby, limiting the ability of arts festivals to include a broad range of activities, ethnically-focused or otherwise. This may lead to the “marginalisation of the community in the name of the community” (Lehrer, 2004), or the alienation of the people the government is trying to include. In this regard, the solution may be adding to the problem. That is, some arts festivals may be compounding the issues that they were conceived to resolve and may be increasing tensions in already contested areas (Quinn, 2005, 935). In order to resolve potential conflicts, arts festival content must be rooted in resident communities and respond to their changing artistic needs – not their assumed needs (Quinn, 2005, 935). 
As funding becomes more competitive to secure, generating revenue is more and more important to certain festivals, allowing the inference that these festivals are presenting events that will sell tickets and fill seats in venues as opposed to commissioning new, artistically adventurous performances. However, for smaller festivals, whose sales are restricted because of limited seating, this becomes impossible. The economics of a 60 seat venue in Swaledale, for example, can be “terrifying” for organisers trying to generate revenue​[7]​. Other small festivals, such as in Bewdley, find that the use of small venues are a part of what makes their festivals unique and makes for an intimate experience that would be lost in a stadium that seats hundreds​[8]​. 
As mentioned above, this so-called ‘diversity by design’ focus of many arts funding bodies may be leading to a uniformity of design of contemporary arts festivals. Competition for funds may be one explanation as to why arts festivals are becoming similar to one another. For example, if arts festivals know they can get funding by presenting certain types of events, then it is those events that will be seen all over the country during festival season. Interestingly, it has traditionally been the role of the arts to resist this very kind of conformity. These kinds of funding issues raise questions as to whether art is allowed to exist for its own sake in twenty-first century Britain, or if the arts must earn support by becoming a vehicle for organisational strategies and governmental policies.
Another key point for government cultural policies in recent years is the emphasis on the arts being able to sustain themselves financially in the future. For example, ACE grant applications are assessed by the following criteria:
·	the artistic quality of the activity or its ongoing effect on your artistic practice (or both) 
·	how the activity will be managed and its ongoing effect 
·	how practical the activity is financially, and its future effect 
·	how the public will benefit from the activity, immediately or in the longer term, and 
·	the contribution of the activity to meeting our ambitions for the arts (see above)
(http://www.artscouncil.org.uk/funding/gfta_assess.php)

The use of the terms ‘ongoing’, ‘future effect’ and ‘longer term’ are key in implementing strategies that take the future of arts provision into account. As ACE grants are only for three years, it can be assumed that one of the goals is to wean the arts recipient off of dependency on ACE grants and become more financially independent. Whether or not this is actually the case depends on the recipient. Most arts festivals have now begun to seek private sector funds to make up the difference. 
The ACE Combined Arts Officer interviewed for this research suggested that the increase in grant giving around the millennium was a major mistake on the part of the government because funds are no longer available to sustain that initial period of financial support since the Millennium Grants ended in 2002. The government also cut spending on the arts in 2005 by £30 million (Mirza, 2006b). She commented that, “It raises expectations that then can’t be met. We’re faced with a situation now where we don’t have a great big arts budget. So much has happened around the year 2000, and there’s such a big hole afterwards.” The Arts Councils and regional development agencies (RDA) can no longer afford to give financial support to festivals each year; therefore, any festival applying for a grant must be able to prove that it can sustain itself in the future without ACE support. Giving one-off large grants is no longer part of the strategy to support the arts, as the government feels it “creates a false economy​[9]​.” 
On a local level, according to an Arts Professional survey, 79% of local arts officers were expecting their budgets to be frozen or cut, and eighteen English local authorities (one in 20) have eliminated their arts services completely since 2002 (Kelly, 2005). Perhaps this is a reason that “the conjunction of cultural discourse and economic development policy-making is perhaps more common on the local government level” (Gibson and Klocker, 2005, 96). For example, the Arts, Culture & Media Officer of the Penwith District Council in West Cornwall confirmed that arts funding bodies now want to see readily measurable financial benefits over a period of time. She said the Penwith District Council wants festivals to no longer rely on council support and to create a firmer base independent from grant reliance. Regional and local councils now regard the promotion of regional tourism as their primary budget focus, as opposed to community arts provision.
There is a consensus among organisers who were interviewed for this research that government institutional funding bodies do not understand that it is the nature of festivals to be difficult to sustain because of their temporary duration and lack of dedicated built infrastructure. Manager of the Ludlow Festival noted in a personal interview that, “The local authority brings forward festivals and gets tired after three years when audience development doesn’t go as planned. It is a unique element to build something sustainable​[10]​.” The former Artistic Director and founding member of Welfare State International community arts group compared funding the transient spectacle of festivals to “busking in airports” (Fox, 2005, 7). Yet, despite the tensions created by increasing layers of bureaucracy and misunderstanding, contemporary arts festivals are still argued to be worth the effort because they are important for the communities themselves. As Fox put it, “The dominant culture claimed economic regeneration but did not understand the inspiration of art in community or its role of replenishing the soul” (2005, 7). 

5. New Labour cultural policies and their impacts on arts festival programming 
The changes in the perception of and approach to arts festivals in contemporary society can be seen to have an impact on their design, development and distribution. It is argued here that there is an increasing sanitation of arts festival content and standardisation of arts festival structure in the UK at this time. What is note-worthy from the survey data conducted for this research about programming is a majority of arts festivals include and exclude the same types of events and hire similar if not the same artists. According to many of the interviewed festival organisers, one of the reasons for presenting the same artists is the fact that international and more renowned performers are expensive to hire, so groups of arts festivals often collaborate and set up a tour for such acts to perform at a number of festivals in the area. However, this makes the arts festival landscape appear homogenous. In terms of content, the top ten programme items reported by the majority of surveyed arts festivals are all types of music, drama, poetry, folk dance, fine arts exhibitions, children’s events, stilt walkers and outdoor performance arts, a fireworks display and a Caribbean parade. They also reported excluding similar types of events and activities. Opera was the least included overall, which may be due to its requirement of high levels of expertise and staging expenses. Most types of non-folk dance, film, mime, and Asian melas were also not included in the majority of surveyed arts festivals. This may be due to lack of audience interest or cost for staging certain types of performances or equipment involved (e.g., film projectors). 
It is argued that the majority of arts festivals are not choosing content solely for artistic reasons nor to differentiate themselves from other festivals, but to appear more appealing to potential funding bodies by aligning their programmes with funders’ priorities. For example, a surveyed festival reported receiving lottery funding to present world music and ethnic dance in order to diversify their programme. It is suggested that two main factors contributing to the sanitisation and standardisation of arts festival programming are:

·	Economic development and marketing agendas 
For the reasons discussed above, the strategic use of arts festivals for place image building, economic regeneration and attraction of tourists, residents and businesses can be seen to be contributing to the increasing loss of originality of arts festivals in the UK due to the formulaic manner with which they are reproduced to achieve those developmental goals. One of the reasons for this emerging formula of arts festival design may be due to the attempt by some festival organisers and local authorities to emulate the successes of other places by presenting similar types of entertainment and events. As Stevenson put it, “Similar blueprints are being developed world wide and intersecting claims made for integrated, locally focused and co-ordinated cultural planning/creative city approached to a range of urban ‘problems’” (2004, 120). 

·	Guidelines to obtain public subsidies 
The emphasis on economic outcomes of governmental cultural policies has had an impact on arts festivals’ funding and programming. Arts festivals that apply for government grants often have to conform to meet criteria set out by public funding bodies. As Frey put it, “While festivals have a considerable potential to be artistically innovative and economically successful, there is a constant danger that government intervention undermines this potential by introducing distorting incentives by imposing all sorts of restrictions” (2000, 3). Such restrictions can have the effect of lessening originality in programming, as organisers often satisfy similar funding obligations with similar programming (Stevenson, 2004, 8). 




The former director of the National Theatre, Sir Richard Eyre, suggests there is a fundamental incompatibility between politics and the arts (2005). He quotes Philip Roth as saying, “Politics is the great generaliser and literature the great particulariser, and not only are they in an inverse relationship to each other they are in an antagonistic relationship. How can you be an artist and renounce the nuance? How can you be a politician and allow the nuance?” (Roth, 1999, in Eyre, 2005). The relationship between UK politics and culture has become more complex and more closely connected in recent decades. New Labour government, especially, has exerted control over the cultural realm through functionalist policies quantifying the worth of each cultural project. 
	Cultural organisations and activities, including arts festivals, now need to justify their grants on the basis of their contribution to government goals such as economic regeneration, tourism and social inclusion, rather than their cultural value (Holden, 2004). Contemporary cultural policies that see development instead of art have been criticised as sucking the poetry out of the city and replacing it with 'pizzazz' (Cooper, 2006, 12). The results of pressure by central and local governments to justify the impact of their work have made the cultural contribution of arts festivals less important than their funders' non-cultural priorities. This model of prioritising strategic public funding is spreading to Europe as well. For the most part, cultural subsidies are still higher in many European countries than they are in the UK (Serota, 2006). However, European subsidies are not as secure as they once were, as they also have succumbed to economic restructuring pressures. For example, the opera singers at La Scala in Milan went on a hunger strike in 2005 to protest the proposed cuts to Italy's arts budget (McMahon, 2005). Many IFEA Europe member festivals have also resorted to seeking private funding due to budget cuts or too many 'strings' attached to obtaining public funding (Torch, 2006).
	These socio-economic dimensions seem to provide justification for public spending on the arts, as if an exceptional artistic experience or widening education and exposure to the arts were not enough in its own right (Myerscough and Bruce, 1988, 2). The risk is that the arts and arts events will become merely another ‘cog’ in the economy instead of being part of the community (Lehrer, 2004). The future perception of the arts as an economic instrument may eventually be detrimental to communities and to the arts themselves. It is argued that the arts should matter to society for their own sake and not only as a means to an economic end (Bailey et al, 2004, 64). Treating the arts as simply another area of public policy, administration and management (Gray, 2000, 4) may be taking the creativity, and therefore the very essence, out of what makes the arts so potent. As Hewison put it, “The arts are a means of empowering people to shape their own identities and destinies. But it won’t be able to do that if they are seen as mere commodities, elite specialisms, niche marketing and other objects of economic exploitation” (in Robinson et al, 1994, 32). 
	Although arts festivals have the capability to contribute to wider policy objectives (Florida, 2002), it is argued that their main value should not be judged by those considerations. In making non-cultural priorities the overriding benchmarks for success, arts festivals on the whole are becoming increasingly unoriginal and culturally mediocre. As Holden asserts, policy targets do not necessarily reflect the general public’s appreciation of culture (2004, 29). There can be seen to be a disparity between the way the general public values culture in their lives and the way that politics and policy construes it (Holden, 2004, 29). Also, the government’s use of the arts to address socio-economic improvements for society can be seen as being dishonest because it shifts the dialogue from a discussion concerning the redistribution of wealth and the injustices of poverty to a focus on cultural inclusion to the mainstream. This can be seen as making cultural redistribution more important than economic redistribution (Belfiore, 2006, 33). As Jensen put it, “If we want to improve our children, our schools, our inner cities and the lives of the marginal, the elderly, the impoverished, then we should do so directly, rather than argue for an injection of ‘more arts’” (2002, 2). Other critics of this New Labour approach have also argued that “social deprivation and exclusion arguably can be removed only by fighting the structural conditions which cause them. Such conditions will not be removed by benevolent arts programmes” (Merli, 2002, 113). 
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^1	 	 ‘Bread and circuses’ refers to the ancient Roman ritual of providing spectacles for the masses in order to divert them from the misery of their daily lives and thus avoid rebellion and maintain peace and calm (Kearns and Philo, 1993, 5).
^2	 	“This provides guidance to public sector bodies on how proposals should be appraised before significant funds are committed and how past and present activities should be evaluated” (www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/economic_data_and_tools/greenbook/data_greenbook_index.ctm) (in Selwood, 2006, 51).
^3	 	 Source: personal interview with Committee Member, Beaminster Festival, 2004.
^4	 	 Source: personal interview with Combined Arts Officer, ACE, 2003.
^5	 	Source: personal interview with Director, Bolton Festival, 2004.
^6	 	Source: personal interview with Committee Member, Beaminster Festival, 2004.
^7	 	 Source: personal interview with Director, Swaledale Festival, 2004.
^8	 	 Source: personal interview with Committee Member, Bewdley Festival, 2004.
^9	 	Source: personal interview with Combined Arts Officer, ACE, 2003.
^10	 	 Source: personal interview with Manager, Ludlow Festival, 2004.
